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Where We Stand Now
and Where We Mtght Go
ARTHURS. liNK>
I want to thank you for the honor that you conferred
upon me last year in electing me as the first president of
The Association for Documentary Editing. It has been for
me a real privilege and pleasure to make a small contribution to the launching of this growing and vigorous
organization. I want, particularly, to thank Charlene
Bickford for her ever-cheerful and unflagging support,
without which our affairs, now very much in order, would
be very much in disarray. I want to thank, also, Bob
Rutland, for getting out, promptly and inexpensively,
those interesting Newsletters and Lester Cappon and his
committee for organizing this stimulating program.
I had it in mind to say that the profession of
documentary editing has come of age with the successful
organization of the ADE. But I then remembered Saint
Paul's admonition that one should not think better of
oneself than he or she is. Historical and textual editing is
the oldest scholarly discipline in the world. We do not
know when it began in ancient times, but two examples
remind us of its antiquity and its important contributions
to the great traditions of western civilization. One was the
work done by unknown scholars in Greece, most probably
at some time in the sixth century B.C., in establishing the
text of Homer's The Iliad and ~The Odyssey from earlier
incomplete texts and oral traditions. These scholars not
only preserved for future generations immortal epics but
also helped to establish the canons of the classical Greek
language. The other example was the incomparable work
of Saint Jerome, who translated the Bible into Latin from
numerous variant Hebrew and Greek texts in the late
fourth century A.D. and early fifth century. His so-called
Vulgate version, although revised over the centuries,
remains as probably the greatest achievement of scholarly
editing in history, and certainly the most important.
I mention these examples for two reasons. First, let us be
careful lest we think that we represent the apogee in the
development of our profession. I doubt that any of us
could equal the unknown Greek scholars and Saint Jerome
in their skills as textual editors. My second purpose is to

• Anhur Link, past-president of the Association for Documentary
Editing, delivered this presidential address at the Association's
first annual meeting in Princeton, New Jersey, on 9 November
1979.

remind us that we are merely the current generation of
practitioners of a profession that stretches back more than
two millenia and has done more than any other single
group to preserve the values and traditions of western
culture.
However, enough of such ruminations! I think that it is
appropriate, and accurate, also, to say that the successful
organization and launching of the ADE marks an important milestone in the progress of our own discipline in
the United States. For the first time, an organization exists
that can draw together scholars who have been working for
years separately and without any effective means of
communication-epigraphers, paleographers, those who
work in classical and medieval texts, literary textual
editors, those who work with twentieth-century
documents, and so on.
I have thought a good deal about what I should say
tonight. I concluded very early that this is not the time or
place for a scholarly discourse upon some aspect of
documentary editing. I was tempted to describe the
prodigious and varied editorial work that is going on in
this country now. It is very great, and there is nothing
anywhere in the world to compare with it. I was also
tempted to say how important this work is, for it is, in my
opinion, the most important scholarly work being done in
the United States, and, if well done, it will be the most
enduring.
Although I feel very deeply that all these things are true,
I did not yield to the aforementioned temptations. Incomplete though my own knowledge and wisdom are, this
is the time, above all others, when we need to take a hard
look at ourselves and what we are doing and not doing;
that what we need is honest if unpleasant self-scrutiny, not
self-congratulation. The love of God is the beginning of
wisdom; but we can neither love God nor acquire wisdom
until we are honest about ourselves.
Let me hasten to say that the following observations
about our deficiencies as documentary editors apply exclusively, I think it is fair to say, to those of us who work in
materials relating to American history. When I talk about
the absence of even basic agreement on methodology or
methodologies, I do not refer to epigraphers, classicists,
Arabists, medievalists, and literary textual specialists. I
will say more about them later and about the contributions
that they could make to this organization.
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My first observation is that it is shocking that the most
productive scholars in the field of United States history
who, I say again, are doing the most imponant scholarly
historical work in this country today, have failed to formulate a methodology by which to go about their work. It
is true that most of us have been trained, more or less
rigorously (and I am afraid less during the past two or three
decades), in basic historical methodology. But as editors
and scholars we face more numerous problems, both
technical and otherwise, than do our colleagues who are
not editors. How, for example, does one attempt to correct
an obviously corrupt transcript made by a stenographer of
another person's speech when the only extant transcript is
the corrupt one? There is a method, and a good one. The
point is that this is a problem that has probably never been
addressed in an ordinary course in historical methodology.
The most sensitive and controvened methodological
problem that we historical editors face is of course the
rendering of the transcript. I do not suggest that there is a
single correct way to produce a transcript. But I am sure
that there are right ways and wrong ways, and ways in
between. And surely decisions about these matters of
transcription cannot be made on the idiosyncratic basis of
every editor doing his own thing.
My second observation is that, of all the scholarly books
that are produced, the documentary historical series are
subjected to the least scholarly review before they are
published. How many of us send out manuscript copies of
our volumes for rigorous review before publication to
specialists in our field or on our subject? Very few, I
suspect, except, perhaps, for our first volume. The
universiry presses that publish most of our volumes also
share the blame in this matter. They go to extreme lengths
to guarantee a high level of scholarly accuracy and
achievement in the monographs that they publish, and
usually with excellent results. Perhaps some universiry .
presses do send out the manuscripts of documentary
volumes for prepublication review, but I do not know of
one that has done more than send out the first volume in a
series. And I dare say that many university presses do not
even do that.
To make matters worse, very few of our volumes receive
rigorous review in the great scholarly journals. To begin
with, the editors of these journals send our volumes for
review to general specialists in our fields. These specialists
are naturally primarily interested in what our volumes tell
them about their periods and subjects. They are generally
very kind to us. Some reviewers have had the courage to
criticize the publication of trivia or annotation that is
inappropriate or does not meet high scholarly standards.
But most reviewers are interested in the general contents of
our volumes, and not the methodology that we follow,
whether our transcriptions are accurate, and so on. I might
add that I have seen in all the journals in American history
only one rigorous review of a volume of historical
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documents, and that review was written by an editor.
My third observation is that it is a stattling fact that
there is no systematic program for training persons in the
craft of editing. And it is a craft which requires advanced
skills that can be acquired only through rigorous training.
The NHPRC's summer institutes represent a laudable
beginning, but, given the limitations of time and money,
they cannot possibly do the necessary job. A few senior
editors in a few universities offer a course or courses in
editing, but they are often ephemeral and usually
available only to students in the university where the
course is offered. For example, I have offered a basic and
advanced course in historical editing for several years. It is
open to students in all depanments of my university and
to students in the institutions with which Princeton enjoys
reciprocal relations-Rutgers University and Princeton
Theological Seminary. But there the university draws the
line as far as enrollment is concerned.
I am not condemning anyone. The senior editors who
began the great new modern editorial enterprise some
thirty-odd years ago have worked hard to establish a
methodology and teach it to their junior editors. They in
turn have become the senior editors of today, and I am
sure that they work hard to train their young editors in the
skills of the craft. But all editors, older and younger, still
work too much in isolation. And, given the absence of any
canons of methodology, our present system of training is
haphazard, to say the least.
My founh observation is that it is nothing less than
remarkable that our profession, and here I would include
most documentary editors, does not seem able to agree
upon what constitutes appropriate annotation for general
or special series, or even single volumes. I am sure that we
would all agree that our most imponant task is to
reproduce accurate and trustwonhy transcripts-no easy
task! But where should we go from there in the matter of
annotation? Should there be no annotation at all, as used
to be true of the great Foreign Relatt'ons series, on the
assumption that we ought to leave something for journeymen scholars to do? Should annotation merely explicate the document so that a person can read and understand it without recourse to a major research library? Or
should we go funher and use the documents as vehicles
for, say, trying to write the history of our periods? I think
that my own views on this subject, insofar as large
biographical series are concerned, are well-known to you.
However, I claim no special wisdom.
My fifth observation is that it is, again, a remarkable fact
that we do not seem to enjoy a consensus in our profession
concerning general principles or guidelines of selection
that can be applied and used in all fields of documentary
editing. I think that it is now safe to say that there is
general agreement that editors cannot and should not
print everything, patticularly editors working on subjects
and in fields in the eighteenth century and onward. For

editors working in the twentieth-century materials, there is
no disp~te whatever about the necessity to be selective.
And this is equally true of editors of large series dealing
with eighteenth-century subjects. It is probably also true of
earlier fields about which I know very little. I dare say that
my favorite editor, Saint Jerome, selected his texts very
carefully.
My sixth and final observation relates more directly to
our own organization, the ADE. I am sorry to say that, in
spite of our efforts thus far, we are still too much of a
group composed of persons who work with documents
relating to the history or literature of the United States.
Documentary editors in other fields work with different
kinds of documents, to be sure, but we are all doing
basically the same thing and face basically the same
problems. In my courses on historical editing, I have had
students who worked on Arabic texts, medieval
manuscripts, literary sources, Reformation tracts, and so
on. I have learned more about dealing with variant texts
from my colleagues who work with Arabic and medieval
materials than I have learned from my colleagues in
United States history. The medievalists have taught me
most of what I know about the correction of corrupt
transcripts. I would say that we need our co-workers in
related fields more than they need us. Let me be blunt and
say that editors in the classical and medieval fields have
been at their business a lot longer than we Americanists
in fact, have blazed the trail, devised a scientific
methodology, and set high standards that we editors who
work in more recent periods would do well to emulate.
I suppose that it is only realistic to conclude that the
ADE will probably not have large numbers of members
among the documentary editors in the premodern fields.
They have their own venerable organizations and
academies, annual meetings, and distinguished journals.
They have long since established authoritative (anons of
methodology and review each other's works rigorously.
But I do hope that the ADE can maintain close and cordial
relations with these co-workers. One small beginning
would be to invite them to present papers at our annual
meetings.
I said at the outset that I thought that the organization
of the ADE represents a milestone in the profession of
documentary editing. It is a milestone because we do now
have an effective means of communicating with each other
and meeting annually for frank discussions of common
problems, as we have been doing during this meeting.
However, the organization of the ADE can constitute a
major milestone, perhaps "breakthrough" is not too
strong a word, if we use the ADE as an instrumentality to
accomplish more ambitious objectives. Let me be specific.
Our most obvious need is an authoritative manual on
documentary editing. The preparation of such a manual
will involve many persons in various fields and require a
long time for completion. But the task can be done.

Moreover, here again, is a matter in which I think we
might have a good chance of involving our colleagues in
the premodern fields.
We have to start somewhere, and I would suggest that
we begin by appointing committees to address themselves
to four of our most urgent problems.
The first is the problem of dealing with variant and
corrupt texts. Here our colleagues who work in ancient and
medieval materials can be of greatest help to us. They have
wrestled with the problem of the stemma for more than a
century.
The second is the problem of the transcript. I simply
cannot believe that a group of experienced editors working
in all fields will find it impossible to agree on guidelines
for transcribing various types of documents. I am sure that
they would agree on the basic methodology. And I am sure
that they could provide alternative scientific methods to
deal with various types of texts.
The third is the problem of appropriate annotation.
Surely a' group of reasonable people could agree on
guidelines and layout the alternatives of what is appropriate and inappropriate annotation, always depending, of course, upon the editor's objectives and the kind
of documents that he or she is annotating.
The fourth problem is the matter of selectivity. Again,
surely a group of reasonable people could at least lay down
the guidelines and principles. And in this matter, as in the
other three that I have mentioned, I cannot imagine
anyone wanting to force anyone to lie in a Procrustean
bed. There have to be alternative methodologies. I
suspect, however, that agreement on principles and even
methodologies will not be as difficult to achieve as we
think. I seem to sense, already, the formation of an inchoate consensus at least on what constitutes appropriate
annotation and the rendering of the transcript.
Reports, treatises, small monographs, call them what
you will, by these four committees would of course be
circulated, criticized, and discussed. And it seems
probable that the final versions could constitute the
beginning of the manual on documentary editing of which
I have spoken. Meanwhile, other committees or individual
specialists might be asked to write chapters on the history
of documentary editing in various epochs, the problem of
corrupt transcripts of speeches, the best means of quality
control, and so on. What I am proposing is ambitious. But
it is feasible and can be done if we have the will and
determination to do it. And I am sure that it would not be
difficult to find the money for such a project if we undertook it.
Since I am giving a lot of advice, permit me to add that,
in my opinion, the ADE ought to address itself in the
near future to two other subjects that I have mentioned.
One is the problem of the absence of rigorous and critical
reviews in scholarly journals. This is not an easy problem,
and I am by no means confident about a solution. To
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begin with, I doubt that it would be possible for a single
quarterly to print reviews of all documentary volumes in
all fields, so prodigious is the output. For another thing,
reviewers of documentary volumes in journals devoted to
classical history, Old and New Testament studies, Near
Eastern studies, \the medievaI'period, and' work in literary
sources do give careful attention to the methodological
strengths and weaknesses of the books that they review.
Consequently, the problem narrows down to reviews of
documentary volumes in modern history and literature,
and most particularly to documentary volumes relating to
the history of the United States. One beginning wouln be
to expand the ADE Newsletter to include reviews by
editors with special emphasis on selection, annotation, and
methodology. This would, I think, do more than anything
that I can think of to set lively communication and
discussion in motion and to improve our standards.
Charles Cullen has just been informed that a group of
scholars at the Graduate Center of the City University of
New York have matured plans for a journal to be called
Text, which will be devoted exclusively to the problems of
documentary editing and textual criticism in virtually
every field of scholarship. Certainly, the new president and
steering committee of the ADE will want to make contact
with the group at the City University to explore the
possiblity of some fruitful relationship between the editors
of.Text;and the ADE.
The second matter to which the ADE might address

itself is the matter of provision for systematic training of
documentary editors. Obviously, we are not going to
establish a national institute of documentary editing
overnight. But I suggest that it would be well to begin to
explore the problem, to determine whether the idea is wise
and feasible, and to see what the possibilities are by way of
personnel and funding.
I realize that all the foregoing constitutes a very large
agenda for so young an organization. And it is very easy for
me to stand here and reflect on our challenges and opportunities. We cannot do everything at once, but we can
make a beginning. We now have the instrumentality for
discussion, interchange, and action. We have enormous
resources and creative power in our present membershipnow more than two hundred. And these most important
resources will increase in the future. We can, I am sure,
find financial support for any undertaking that promises to
strengthen and improve the documentary editorial enterprise now under way in the United States.
I look fotward to the future with great confidence and
the assurance that this organization has capacity to accomplish even greater things than we can en~isage at the
moment.
In conclusion, I want to say that, in Lester Cappon, we
have a distinguished scholar and editor and a person who
will give wise and vigorous leadership to all of us as we
strive to move fotward in accomplishing the high goals of
the Association for Documentary Editing.

Editors' Concern With
Archivists in Crisis
LESTER). CAPPON

When the National Archives, by Act of Congress in
1950, was converted to the National Archives and Records
Service, including records administration, it lost its independence as a separate agency responsible to the
president and became subordinate to General Services
Administration, the housekeeping arm of the government. Unlike the records manager, interested only in
current or near-current records, the archivist seeks to
anticipate by archival and historical appraisal which record
groups, or segments of them, should be transferred in due
time to the National Archives or its regional record centers
'Lester J. Cappon, of the Newberry Library, is president of the
Association for Documentary Editing.
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for permanent preservation. In his appraisal with historical
perspective the archivist is inclined toward the conservative
point of view, that is, when in doubt, save rather than
destroy.
During the first quarter-century ofNARS, the successive
administrators of GSA, whose knowledge of archival
principles and practices was virtually nil, gave their full
attention to governmental property, repairs, and supplies.
Meall.while the archivist of the United States and his staff
continued efficiently to serve government employees,
scholars, and the general public frequenting the National
Archives, the regional records offices, and the presidential
libraries. Nevertheless, the possibility of unprofessional
interference in the name of GSA's gods of Efficiency and
Economy posed a perennial threat to NARS, whose own

reputation was tarnished in the aftermath of Watergate.
On 2 July 1979 a new administrator of GSA, Admiral
Rowland G. Freeman III, took office after a distinguished
operational and administrative career in the Navy, including a recent "college presidency" as commandant of
the Defense Systems Management College at Fort Belvoir,
Virginia. He has assembled the facts of life concerning
NARS with the aid of detailed memoranda from the acting
archivist, who has unobtrusively injected between the lines
some much-needed advice. In pursuing his willful course
the administrator does not have to contend with a
knowledgable archivist of the United States, since the
position is vacant. Besides, by law the archivist is the
appointee of the administrator.
If "a little learning is a dangerous thing," what are the
prospects under the new regime? Admiral Freeman has
stated his intention to appoint as archivist a •• manager' ,
rather than a scholar of known administrative ability. In
the name of Efficiency he inaugurated a policy of
decentralization that called for arbitrary transfer of certain
record groups to regional records centers which, as the
name implies, were established to serve the program of
retention and disposal of records created in those regions.
In the face of vigorous criticism he has now suspended this
decentralization, not on principle, but because "it hasn't
been managed very well by the archivists," thus passing
the blame to his subordinates.
The admiral has also modified his position regarding the
presidential libraries, which he had proposed to place
under control of GSA regional administrators. Instead,
they are to remain under direct control of NARS, their

supervIsIon perhaps "relocated," though for no announced reason. He has proposed a microftlm publication
program on such a large scale as to require diversion of
funds from various educational programs in NARS.
(Archivists learned. from experience long ago that
wholesale microfilming is not the cure-all' solution to
related problems of preservation, accessibility, and
demands by users.) It is evident from one of his directives
that the admiral has not yet learned that the historical
value of a corpus of records cannot be determined by the
frequency of its use, whether during ten years or fIfty .
The current tempest in NARS (and the potential
destruction in its wake) derives fundamentally from the
vulnerable administrative position of the archivist of the
United States. The National Archives must regain its
original starus as an independent agnecy, equal in status .
with the government's two other distinguished cultural
organizations, the Library of Congress and the
Smithsonian Institution, all of them seT1ledby the General
Services Administration.
The tempest has a bearing on current projects in
historical editing, many of which are dependent, in whole
or in part, upon grants from the National Historical
Publications and Records Commission, creature of NARS.
These editorial projects represent the chief scholarly
function of NARS's operations. Their continued support
will be assured with most certainty, not from a managerial
administrator, but from a historian-archivist who lends
support to scholarship through his role on the commission.
The stake of documentary editors in the current archival
crisis is high.

Twayne and Ford Announce New Series
The first two volumes to be published in Twayne's
American Literary Manuscripts Series (T ALMS)-a
comprehensive publishing program for critical, annotated
editions of letters, journals, diaries, and unpublished
belles lettres by American authors-are John Hay and
William Dean Howells: Co"espondence and Criticism,
edited by George Monteiro and Brenda Murphy, and Ellen
Tucker Emerson's Ltfe of Lidian Jackson Emerson, edited
by Delores Bird Carpenter from the unpublished
manuscript written by Ellen, daughter of Lidian and Ralph
Waldo Emerson.
Series editor for TALMS is Joel Myerson, of the
University of South Carolina. Forthcoming volumes include: correspondence of Ellery Channing, Richard
Harding Davis, Hamlin Garland, Elizabeth Palmer
Peabody, Harriet Beecher Stowe, and Louisa Van Velsor
Whitman, Additional notebooks of Ralph Waldo
Emerson, Letters to Edgar Allan Poe, Unpublished

Writings of Edward Taylor, and Thoreau's Reading. The
series is also to include textual and other studies based
upon manuscript materials, and it is designed to supplement the editions of major American authors begun in
the 1960s by the Center for Edition of American Authors.

•

[This notice is condensed from the Ford Foundation's 1
February 1980 Letter.] Would you care to buy a complete
edition of the works of Nathaniel Hawthorne? The best
you could do would be a twelve-volume set for $295, but it
would be incomplete. A hardcover edition of Twice-Told
Tales? Nothing doing-and the only paperback edition is
of poor quality. The collected works of Henry Adams,
James Fenimore Cooper, Stephen Crane, Henry James,
Herman Melville, Harriet Beecher Stowe, and many other
leading American writers, as well as hundreds of individual classics of American literature are either out of
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print, or obtainable only in poor qualiry paperbacks or
expensive editions with more scholarly apparatus than the
average reader wants. In short, the nation's literaty
heritage is beyond the reach of the general public.
As Edmund Wilson observed more than fifteen years
ago, "it is absurd that our most read and studied writers
should not be available in their entirery in any convenient
form." To meet this need, the Ford Foundation and the
National Endowment for the Humanities, with grants
totaling $1.8 million, have joined to support a new
nonprofit agency, Literary Classics of the United States,
Inc., to publish enduring works of American writers in
responsibly edited, attractively presented, reasonably
priced editions that shall be kept always in print. The first
fruits of the project, which may include works by Cooper,
Hawthorne, Irving, Jefferson, Melville, Parkman, Poe, and
Stowe, are scheduled to appear early in 1981. The volumes

shall be 1500- to 1800-page works printed on thin but
opaque and acid-free paper, and priced from $17 to
$20 each. They will consist in most cases of editions
developed by agencies of the Modern Language
Association. Some two dozen volumes are expected to be
published by the mid-1980s. The aim is eventually to
include every important title in American literature that is
in the public domain. Commercial publishers will bid
competitively for distribution rights to the series, which
may be "the most important national publishing project
since the Federal Writers Project in the 1930s," according
to Daniel Aaron of Harvard University, president of
Literary Classics. "It's a way to remind the American
people of their neglected and forgotten heritage . . . the
fullest and finest expression of American thoughts." The
director of the Ford Foundation project is Cheryl Hurley,
One Lincoln Plaza, New York 10023.

Selection and Annotation.' Deciding Alone
BARBARA OBERG'

I am interested that the Association for Documentary
Editing would have a panel on the solo editor, because
since reading Don Higginbotham's piece in the March
issue of the ADE Newsletter the idea of the solo editor as a
particular species of the genus of historical editor has
intrigued me. As the single, sole, solo editor of the Papers
of David Hartley, and as the associate editor of The Papers
. of Philip Mazzei, I am presently both a solo editor and a
team editor. I feel, therefore, sensitive to the difficulties
which the solo editor shares with other editors, as well as to
those which derive especially from the solitary nature of a
project. Perhaps it ought to be said right from the
beginning that every editor is, at some time in the course
of editing, a solo editor. The game of editing-selecting
and annotating-is played alone. The trappings of the
project qua project become irrelevant at a certain stage,
and the documents and the editor exist in their own world-.
We are all solo editors, but some of us are more solo than
others. My examples in this paper will come primarily from
the eighteenth-century editing projects and from my own
experience. In view of the topic suggested-selectiviry and
annotation-my remarks, too, are related largely to the
province of printed volumes. But I hope that solo editors

'Barbara Oberg edits the Hanley and Mazzei papers at Fairleigh
Dickinson University. This paper was presented at the Association's 1979 meeting in Princeton, New Jersey.
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of microftlm and microfiche projects, as well as editors of
nineteenth and twentieth century projects will find
portions of the discussion relevant.
The solo editor's difficulty with selection is inherent in
the history and definition of the project. It is her own
project, carefully chosen and tenderly nourished. The
main pitfall for the solo editor, then, is over-involvement
with the subject. This is a trait known in all editors, but I
think it is even more dangerous for those of us who work
alone. Because the solo editor has probably nursed a
project from the conception of the idea, through the stages
of grant proposal and funding, to the formulation of an
editorial apparatus, and, subsequently to the development
of a full-scale project, she has a stake in every letter, every
document, and every footnote. From the initial spark of
wondering why so and so's papers have never been edited,
to the thought of applying for a grant to edit the papers
and fill in that crucial missing piece of history, the solo
editor has a particularly high level of attachment to the
subject. And no associate editor or editorial assistant
stands along side to question whether a particular letter
needs to be part of the edition, to raise a critical,
questioning voice.
Letters whose acquisition required not just a form letter
of inquiry but additionally a personal visit to an archive
and perhaps a lengthy search cannot lightly be put aside
because they are not quite applicable or because they
duplicate other material. For example, a form letter of

recom~endation written to five government officials
might in some cases more properly be calendared than
printed in full five times. But if one of these five copies
was obtained only after great effort, to see it reduced to the
status of a calendared item is hard for the editor to accept.
Choice but peripheral material creates an even greater
problem. When David Hartley was a pamphleteer for the
Whigs in the 1760s, for example, he had a lengthy
correspondence with the marquis of Rockingham and with
the duke of Portland. The letters demonstrate Hartley's
understanding of national finan{e, his concept of the
balance between revenues and ~penditures; and, most
significantly, the letters reveal" his commitment to a
budget which would keep the land tax low. The letters
offer fresh material, particularly for American scholars.
But I wonder whether they properly belong in The
Amencan Correspondence of David Hartley: Selected
Letters and Political Pamphlets. They predate his interest
in American affairs by several years. In only one letter is
there any mention of a colonial issue, and that will be
included. On my own, I still have a difficult time standing
by my own editorial principles and forcing myself to leave
them out. I think that an editorial staff could more firmly
come to the decision to stay within the definition of the
project as a selected edition of American correspondence
and could transcend the personal involvement of a single
editor.
The editor who is the sole authority over documentary
materials functions almost like a god in deciding which
letters are to gain or to be denied entrance to the kingdom
of heaven. The decision is a solitary one, and a rationale
must be worked out before the actual task of selection is
begun. Two or three people selecting might hammer out a
consensus which could effectively serve as a tule of thumb
in the practical act of selecting for inclusion. Alone, it is
wiser to start with a theoretical principle and with a
carefully conceived and designed edition from the very
beginning, lest, in the struggle between editor and
documents, the documents get the upper hand. Where
there are two people, they can argue with each other; each
can hold the other to the principles established. There is at
least a forum for debate. But when only the letters
themselves stand as the "other", there is no devil's advocate. A letter will always opt for its own inclusion.
If we take the selection process to its absolute origins, I
think that it presupposes an attitude toward the nature of
the editorial enterprise. And this is one of my main points:
it is the ability to select that produces the editor, the
historian. A project proceeds in a logical fashion:
collection precedes accession and filing; these precede
selection and transcription. Concurrently with the initial
stages, the documents are being read and analyzed. What
is absolutely essential at-this stage is that an attitude
toward the edition take shape in the mind of the editor.
The editor has the responsibility of being actively engaged

with the material, in choosing what goes into the edition,
what is to be calendared, what· can perhaps be best included as supporting material in a footnote, and what
ought-reluctantly of course-to be excluded and reserved
instead for an article. The choice of subject for the edition,
the engagement with the documents, and the bringing
together of those documents into a cohesive selected
edition are the tasks of the solo editor of selected
correspondence. If the project has been undertaken as a
selection of papers, then it is far more honest and
responsible to face that fact, than to pretend to a passive
objectivity. To be selective is not to be irresponsible or
unscholarly, and the solo editor can only: admit that she
makes the decisions alone; offer the reasons for decisions;
and produce a good, solid selected edition.
All editors, of course, and not simply the solo editor, are
selective. There is less need in 1979 than there was ten
years ago to defend the belief that the very act of selection
is interpretive. A report in Annotation on Robert
Rutland's panel at the Hyde Park Conference in April,
1978, noted that there was "general agreement" that the
editor interprets-and if there can be general agreement
on an issue within the editing profession, we should
carefully cherish that statement. Transcription has now
become the focus for controversy within the profession,
but selectivity is as important. Publishing costs soar, multivolumed series project completion only decades from now,
and so selectivity is offered as the easy solution. But to
direct an editor to be selective is meaningless because to
issue a pragmatic order without an accompanying
philosophical or methodological rationale is hollow. The
editor is first a scholar, and must formulate her own
criteria based on legitimate scholarly foundations. It is, in
other words, good to be selective, even when undeniably
interpretive, but the selectivity is to be based on principle,
not pragmatism. Selectivity based on the imaginative
choice of a topic is what we solo editors can offer the
profession.
In the editorial methods sections of most editions, the
division on selection often receives the shortest treatment.
Transcription and annotation receive the greatest attention. There is little selection, and therefore little need
to discuss it. Paralleling those lean paragraphs on principles of selection is a general tendency in professional
discussion to pass over selection as an issue. I think we miss
an opportunity when we do this, and I believe that the solo
editors working on selected printed volumes can seize
upon selectivity as a virtue, and become good historical
editors precisely by choosing to be highly selective.
Editorial teams of the larger projects have so far faced a
different kind of selection problem. The editors of The
Benjamin Franklin Papers, for example, have made an
editorial decision to extract petitions which Franklin
. signed but did not write, and to note or to summarize
documents which bore only peripherally on his activities.
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But there is no question of "selecting" actual letters; all
letters to or from Franklin have so far been included. This
is as it should be, but a different problem confronts the
solo editor, the editor of the smaller project. Selection may
well inean to choose between and among letters. It may
~:I for instance, that not all letters from Franklin to
J¥rtley ought to be included in full in the Hartley edition.
Franklin is clearly Hartley's most important American
correspondent, and I would not lightly leave out any of his
letters. But letters of Hartley's English correspondents
present new sources for historians, and if everything
cannot be included, it may be more important to offer the
less standard and previously unpublished letters. A one or
two volume edition does not necessarily allow for the
publication in entirety of all letters found. The editor of
this kind of project is forced to adhere to rigorous standards, and has less latitude in what can be included.
The editor will be guided in selection by the audience
for the book, by the possible availability of the material in
other published sources, and by her overall conception of
the work. It is the conception, the imaginative direction of
the edition that makes it worth doing. The mere inclusion
of all letters which have been found does not guarantee a
good documentary edition. If there is no selectivity, if·
there is no creative, scholarly center to the edition, the
documentary edition produced will not make a significant
contribution to historical literature. Selectivity can become
a strength. Carefully chosen letters related to a central
theme and accurately transcribed and annotated will yield
a volume that stands on its own as a work of historical
writing and, simultaneously, complements other editorial
projects of the same period.
The solo editor of the small project is under the burden
of being more highly selective, but at the same time she
works at a certain advantage. The i principles of selection
can be highly unified and unifying; a single mind has set
the guidelines and does all of the actual selecting in accordance with those guidelines. Additionally, the principles of selection will not have to change over the lifetime
of the project. The uniformity and continuity resulting
from a single set of standards of selection reinforce_ the
likelihood of producing a directed, well-conceptualized,
and coherent work of history .
If as editors we have been cautioned to be selective, we
have also been warned in a steady chain of reviews,
beginning with Leonard Levy's 1972 review of The Papers
o/James Madison, in the Journal 0/ American History, of
the dangers of over-annotation. The solo editor again bears·
a particularly heavy responsibility. The decision not only of
how much to annotate but of what to annotate must be
made alone. Whatever problems editors face are
magnified for the solo editor. Ironically, the two diseases
which affect the editor at this state of the project are too
much or too little ego. When confronted with a collection
of documents which one must clarify and place in context
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for the modern reader, it is tempting, first to annotate
thoroughly those portions one knows well, and, second,
carefully to research and then annotate thoroughly those
portions one is slightly shaky about. I think that the solo
editor needs to make a conscious effort not to let this
happen. The annotation is important, and not at all the
less so if the figure happens to be of the "second-rank."
The rank of the historical figure is no small point. While
we need not judge all figures of American history and
literature and assign a precise' 'weight" to each, the fact is
that we solo editors probably work not on the great
statesmen of an age, but on figures who played a regional
or supplementary role in politics, or whose involvement
was in a particular social question, or who were located in
the activities of a precise and limited time frame. The
precise connection between the person and his well-known
contemporaries is information that the responsible editor
must impart.
The amount of annotation will be determined by the
editor's expertise, general knowledge, historical interests,
and the documents themselves. Too often, weighed down
by refinements of editorial method, we forget that editing
is writing history. It may be writing history with special
tules, but a good history ought still to be the result. The
historical imagination guides the editor as closely as it
guides the craftsman of narrative or quantitative history.
The annotation for the Hartley-Franklin correspondence,
for example, will provide information on the exchanges of
British and American prisoners which I have found in
Hartley's correspondence with the Admiralty, with the
Commissioners for Sick and Hurt Seamen, and with
Thomas Wren; it will comment on Hartley's use of
Franklin's letters in his speeches and motions in the House
of Commons. It will also explore the division between
Hartley and Franklin over the French alliance and it will
show their antithetical perceptions of French history and
culture. The annotation will not, on the other hand, detail
Franklin's activities in London as a colonial agent; nor will
it attempt to explicate the entire narrative of the peace
negotiations in 1782 and 1783. The annotation that the
editor of the selected printed edition offers does not
merely support material for other projects of the period.
Rather, it stands on its own, subject to the same standards
of integrity and justifiability as any other. The solo editor
annotates for the scholarly needs of her own topic.
The general nature of solo editorial projects imposes an
implicit restriction on the annotation: time. Normally our
projects are short. We produce one or two volumes and we
lack the luxury of several years of research. Nevertheless,
time must not be the factor governing the extensiveness or
intensiveness of annotation. The rush to get out the
volumes is not a valid criterion on which to base a principle
of annotation. I Even if the editor chooses the course of
moderate annotation, she must be capable and learned
enough to provide good contextual annotation. Because he

or she works alone, the solo editor is even more vulnerable
to criticism for over or under annotation. The editorial
"we" does not act as a shield; always the editorial "I"
bears ultimate, final, sole authority.
This paper is an argument for the place of the solo editor
within the profession and for the production of selected
printed volume editions. The search for alternative forms
of publication to the standard multi-volumed comprehensive letterpress editions has yielded various
possibilities: comprehensive microfilm or microfiche
editions; comprehensive microforms coupled with selected
letterpress editions; combination text-fiche editions. These
are all possible alternatives to the time-cost dilemma
facing documentary projects. I would suggest that the solo
editor and that project is another alternative, and an
alternative which is both creative and flexible.
Topics which are narrower in scope either because they
deal chronologically with a shorter period of time or
because they deal with a more minor figure, or because
they can be topically confined, are excellent ones for the
solo editor. Solo endeavors contribute to pluralism in the

profession, and since their duration is closer to five than to
thirty-five years, they display a flexibility and receptivity to
new information and to methodological changes within
the profession. They will make documen~ available to a
general readership and will reach a wider audience than a
microform publication will. They will put into published
form which meets the high contemporary standards of
professional editing, significant documents in American
history; these may be documents which are not yet
published by the large projects or which might escape their
nets. Let me give two examples: the Hartley edition will
make available Hartley-Franklin and Hartley-Laurens
letters before those two long-term projects reach the
p'ertinent volumes. And, even though it is a team project,
the Mazzei film and volumes will perform a similar
function as it puts the Jefferson-Mazzei letters in print.
This is an important service which we perform, and we can
produce good history at the same time. Building on the .
foundation of creative selectivity and employing judicious
historical annotation, the solo editors and their endeavors
have an important place in the mainstream of editing and
of contemporary historical writing.

Editors'Dialogue.·
Reading the Continental Congressmen's Mail
EDITOR'S NOTE: For this feature, which is designed to
promote that exchange of ideas for which the Association for
Documentary Editing exists, the reviewer was instructed to focus
his comments on two aspects of the work under examinationone thing done well and one thing that might have been done
differently. Admittedly, when the perfect editor produces the
perfect edition the flaw in this contrived format shall stand
exposed. Yet, even when that perfect edition comes to hand we
mortal editors are likely to benefit when one of our number,
forced to write about something "that might have been done
differently," describes those lesser alternatives to which the
perfect editor said No.
The review, with its author's name deleted, was sent to the
editor of the reviewed work, who was asked to comment on the
reviewer's observations. Again, the intention is to foster constructive dialogue. Although the etiquette of some scholarly
periodicals suggests that a reply to a review is evidence of ill
grace, we stress here that Mr. Smith's comments were invited. In
the months before the arrival of that perfect edition exposes our
contrivance to public ridicule, we trust that we may generate
light, not heat. We are especially grateful to Messrs. Tarter and
Smith for graciously accomodating the deadlines that circumstances imposed for this issue of the Newsletter.
- JK

Paul H. Smith et al., eds., Letters ofDelegates to Congress
1774-1789 (Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress),
vol. 1 (1976), August 1774-August 1775, $8.50; vol. 2
(1977), September-December 1775, $9.00; vol. 3
(1978),january I-May 15, 1776, $10.25; vol. 4 (1979),
May 16-August 15,1776,111.25; vol. 5 (1979),August
16-December 31,1776, $16.50.
The publication of these 3,100 documents in less than four
years is an editorial achievement of tremendous
proportions. It is true that the editors had a head start in
the form of the eight volume Letters of Members of the
Continental Congress (Washington, D.C., 1921-1936),
edited by Edmund C. Burnett and the files compiled by
that pioneering scholar; but Paul Smith and his highly
skilled team systematically searched the archives and
libraries of the United States and Europe and tripled the
size of the file. Moreover, their annotation of the
documents, though spare when compared with the style
employed by many of today's editors, displays a deep
mastery of the sources. As a feat of scholarship, the Lettefs
of Delegates to Congress is almost a tour de force. The
project displays a master's touch in the assembly of
documents, the conceptualization of the project, and the
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execution of the editing craft. The speed with which all
this excellent work has been done is amazing. The
editorial art (science, skill, mystery?) would benefit as
substantially as the study of the American Revolution is
already benefiting from the publication of this new edition
if Editor Smith would divulge his secrets and explain how
he and his people can accomplish this much good work in
this short a time.
The editors have taken a broad view of what constitutes
letters of delegates: they include many diary entries,
memoranda, draft resolutions and speeches, and
miscellaneous documents that broaden the scope to make
the volumes a contemporaneous running commentary on
the Continental Congress. This is pure gain. But, to
borrow a phrase from Mayor Daley, it is not what they
included in that raises questions, it is what they included
out.
In the short "Editorial Method" (1:ix), the editors
forewarn: "A few items deemed trivial or repetitious in
nature have been omitted on the ground that they
ultimately would detract rather than add to the work, but
such omissions have been appropriately noted." Many
other documents are given in excerpt or abstract or are
banished to notes. This is not necessarily faulty, because
many circular letters went out. Thus, subjoined to John
Hancock's letter of 10 June 1775 to the New York
Provincial Congress is a note: "Under this date Hancock
sent an identical letter to the Massachusetts Provincial
Council," with citation to the MS (1:474 and n. 1). On 1
March 1776, Hancock wrote to William Alexander informing him that Congress had named him a brigadier
genera1.and enclosing his commission; the text is from the
president's letterbook, and the note reads: "Hancock
wrote letters transmitting commissions to Robert Howe,
Andrew Lewis, and James Moore on March 1, and toJohn
Armstrong and William Thompson on March 2" (3:316
and n.'1) .\This clearly saves uninformative duplication. But
on 5June 177~, when Hancock wrote General Washington
to inform him of the appointment of a new adjutant
general, a new quarter master general, and two new
brigadiers, the note indicates when and to whom letters of
notification were sent, but the basic text is omitted (4: 145146 and n. 2). The text of the letters to the appointees is
likewise omitted on 10 August 1776, upon which date
Hancock informed Washington of the appointment of
four major generals, six brigadier generals, and one
lieutenant colonel (4: 648 and n. 3). This is a loss.
It is also a loss when the editors noted under the date of
8 January 1776 what John Adams "wrote a letter to Mercy
Otis Warren discussing the advantages of a republican
form of government" (3:55 and n. 1). The citation is to
one of several readily-available printed texts of the letter,
but because the development of Adams's thinking is
critical to the unfolding of his role in Congress, there
seems no clear justification for omitting this letter but not
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several others also readily available elsewhere.
Abstracting letters can also pose problems which the
desire to avoid duplication probably should not override.
Sandwiched between two quotations from Abraham
Clark's letter of 26 October 1776 to Elias Dayton is the
editors' note: "Recapitulates recent military developments" (5:391). We might have profited by seeing for
ourselves whether Clark understood the then parlous
military situation in the same way other delegates did.
Even more tantalizing is a note to a letter written on 6
November 1776 by North Carolina delegate William
Hooper: "Hooper also wrote a letter this day to Gov.
William Livingston of New Jersey, discussing, among
other things, a November 5 resolve of Congress relating to
that state" (5:443 n. 2) ..
Passages containing purely personal, family, or business
matters are often left out, and this saving of space and
refusal to let the delegates ravel off into extraneous fields
may be justifiable. But under that rule, Benjamin
Franklin's letter of 19 September 1776 to his grandson,
William Temple Franklin, containing a glancing reference
to Temple's loyalist father, could have been deleted
(5:199-200), as could John Adams's letter of 21 August
1776 to Abigail, recounting a visit to the studio of Charles
Willson Peale (5:39-40). This last, however, contains a
passage ripe for excerption, in which Adams described
Delegate Francis Hopkinson, whose "Head is not bigger,
than a large Apple. "
There are more than 200 such omissions, abstractions,
and extractions in the first five volumes of this extremely
valuable series. It is questionable whether such omissions
from an otherwise authoritative edition can be justified
when the rules apparently do not always apply with the
same rigor. Even the trivial and repetitious items have
their values independent of other, more weighty
documents. Adding about six percent to the number of
documents in a project of this size should not be a
problem. Set along side the many enormous contributions
of this series, these may be trifling weaknesses, but as
Sherlock Holmes said, "There is nothing so important as
trifles.' ,
BRENT TARTER
Virginia Independence Bicentennial Commission
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It was a pleasure to read this flattering review of the first
five volumes of our edition of Letters of Delegates to
Congress. I am disappointed only in being unable to
reciprocate by divulging any extraordinary "secrets" about
the "amazing" speed with which we have done our work.
However, I can cite at least four factors that partially
explain our productivity. First, the assistant editors on this
project are excellent hard-working scholars, whose
names-Gerard W. Gawalt, Rosemary Fry Plakas, and
EUlZene R. Sheridan-are noted here because one of the

purposes of this association should be to call attention to
the indispensable contributions of these often unsung
practitioner:s of the editing art. Second, the Library of
Congress contains the finest collections in the world for the
study of the American Revolution, which often enable us
to locate in minutes information that might otherwise
require hours or days to track down. Third, we have
benefited enormously not only from Burnett's pioneering
work but also from the labors of the editors of such related
projects as the papers of John Adams, Benjamin Franklin,
Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, Thomas Jefferson,
Lafayette, Henry Laurens, James Madison, and George
Washington, the Naval Documents of the American
Revolution, and the Papers of the Continental Congress.
Finally, we endeavor, insofar as possible, to provide the
minimum annotation necessary to make the documents
intelligible to modern readers, though we often find that
the complexity of the issues requires considerable commentary. Allowing documents to speak for themselves as
much as possible without instructing readers in their
interpretation is an approach to editing that strikes me as
no great mystery, and if readers conclude that it has
produced useful results, I shall be greatly pleased.
The questions raised in the review about our selection
policy are, I am convinced, less significant than they might
appear at first sight. As we discovered early on, no general
statement of principles can cover all the concrete problems
encountered in dealing with the myriad extant documents
pertaining to Congress' work. We hope, of course, that
each document will fit easily within the scheme of the
project, but seldom does a day pass, and certainly never a
week, without the appearance of perplexing new problems
not covered by our guidelines. Although we attempt to
solve these on the basis of an informed editorial judgment,
many decisions are invariably subjective and open to
honest disagreement from other practitioners of the art.
Nevertheless, it bears repeating that the primary focus
of this project is the writings produced by the delegates
during the periods they attended Congress or .served on
committees operating away from the seat of government.
In choosing documents to print, we are guided by two
overriding goals-to supplement the official record
contained in the Journals of Congress and to reveal the
lives, attitudes, political alignments, and social and
economic interests of the delegates who shaped the actions
and policies of Congress. Accordingly, we generally exclude addresses, motions, presidential letters, and
committee reports that appear in the Journals, though
variant drafts of significant documents are included to
enable scholars to trace their textual evolution. Also, with
the exception of the small number abstracted or footnoted, all documents are printed in full. It is misleading to
state that we "often" omit "Passages containing purely
personal, family, or business matters." Admittedly, such
information is sometimes excluded in the small proportion

of letters abstracted or footnoted, but only when, in our
judgment, this material has no bearing on the history of
Congress or the role of a particular delegate. Otherwise
such passages are retained as a matter of course, which in
my opinion is one of the significant improvements our
edition makes on Burnett's.
A similar exercise of editorial discretion is involved in
deciding when to abstract or footnote a document. Not
every document produced by a delegate during his term of
service is relevant to the history of Congress. Generally
speaking, however, we abstract or footnote a document
only if it is merely a duplicate presidential letter, a routine
letter of transmittal simply announcing an action of
Congress described elsewhere in our documents, a purely
personal letter having no discernible relation to the
writer's congressional career, or a manuscript badly
damaged and virtually unusable in its present form. We
also take into consideration whether or not a printed text is
conveniently available of documents falling into these
categories, in which case we feel we remain true to the
purpose of this edition by citing rather than reproducing
them. Deciding that some documents are historically less
relevant than others is a subjective judgment, but this is an
unavoidable part of the editor's function of separating
wheat from chaff and seems preferable to printing
mechanically documents that are of marginal utility to the
purpose of the project.
Although documents written by delegates while actually
serving in Congress are the focus of this work, we do not
restrict ourselves to these. We have printed over fifty
documents, for instance, to bridge the nearly seven-month
gap between the First and Second Continental Congresses,
and we also print letters written by delegates during leaves
of absence from Congress and even after the expiration of
their terms. In dealing with documents of this sort,
however, we follow a policy of printing only those that
bear directly upon Congress' proceedings or a delegate's
congressional activities, and for this reason we often only
abstract or footnote such letters. This too requires exercising judgment on matters where editors may differ, but I
believe it is a necessary part of the editorial art.
Turning from the general to the particular, I hope to
show that the specific examples cited in the review
represent no significant "loss" to users of this work. The
letters footnoted to President Hancock's June :; and
August 10, 1776, letters to Washington are all routine
letters of transmittal that offer no important information
about the appointments of the officers to whom they were
written and are readily available in Peter Force's Amen'can
Archives. John Adams' January 8, 1776, letter to Mercy
Otis Warren and Abraham Clark's October 26, 1776,
letter to Elias Dayton were written when both men were at
home on leave from Congress. The first is not a
"delegate" letter, does not deal with congressional affairs,
and is readily available elsewhere. The second is abstracted
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Perhaps in detective work "There is nothing so imporrant as trifles," but in editing I believe we can safely
abstract or footnote many of ~hem. Even your generous
reviewer seems to agree with this position and differs only
on the issue of what constitutes a "trifle." Unforrunately,
given the inescapable element of subjectivity in many
editorial decisions, I am afraid this is an argument that can
never be resolved to evetyone's satisfaction
PAUL H. SMITH
Library of Congress

because it does contain some passages that concern
Congress. William Hooper's letter of November 6,1776,
to William Livingston is only referred to in a footnote
because it is mutilated and almost impossible to read-a
fact that is also mentioned in the same footnote. On the
other hand, Benjamin Franklin's September 19, 1776,
letter to his grandson and John Adams' August 21, 1776,
letter to his wife are printed in full precisely because, let
me repeat, we do not suppress discussions of "purely
personal, family, or business matters."

Editors and Their Work
historical editing and his vigorous efforrs to establish the
Association.

MERRILL JENSEN. editor since 1970 of the Documentary
History 0/ the Ratification of the Constitution, died 30
January 1980. LYNDA CRIST succeeded JAMES T. MdNTOSH as editor of the Papers of jefferson Davis, at Rice
University, in June 1979. GARY E. MOULTON, having
completed work on the Papers of Chief john Ross and
turned the manuscript over to the University of Oklahoma
Press, is editing the journals of the Lewis and Clark Expedition at the University of Nebraska, Lincoln. DONALD
JACKSON. retired editor of the Papers of George
Washington, was voted an honorary life membership in
ADE at the steering committee's April 1979 meeting in
New Orleans, in recognition of his contributions to

•

•

Julian Boyd expresses thanks to the ADE for the
handsomely lettered tribute given him at the November
meeting in Princeton:
"Coming from friends and fellow editors whose critical
approval I covet above that of all others because they
understand so well die requirements of editorial
scholarship, this citation is and always will be a document
highly treasured by me. It will be valued all the more
because, as I was delighted to find, its author or authors
squarely faced the undeniably fact of controversy but
graciously described it as 'a badge of lively scholarship,'
thus proving once again that historical editors can not only
confront the facts but can also appraise them in terms of .
that civility so essential to the scholarly community in the
examination of differing views and approaches. I earnestly
hope that your [i.e., Lester Cappon's] and Atthur Link's
presidential remarks on the occasion of the first annual
meeting of the Association will be published in appropriate form. I also hope that a publication fund for this
and other purposes will be created and that suppott for
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J. ROBERT CONSTANTINE. editor of the Eugene V. Debs
Papers Project, Deparrment of History, Indiana State
University, Terre Haute. Indiana 47809, is searching for
Debs material for a comprehensive microform and
selective letterpress edition. Beginning with the autumn
1980 term, LINDA GRANT DE P AUW. editor of the
Documentary History of the First Federal Congress, will
direct a program in the graduate school of George
Washington University leading to an M.A. in history with
a concentration in documentary editing.

•

such a fund will be generous. Scholarly editors understand
better than most the imporrance of giving the permanence
of print to the proceedings of such an occasion. For this
reason I am sending a modest contribution toward such a
publication fund. I only wish that it were in my power to
do far more."

According to an October 1978 list prepared by the
National Coordinating Committee for the Promotion of
History (400 A Street, S.E., Washington, D.C. 20003)
seven institutions offer "new" graduate or undergraduate
training in editing: University of Maryland, Baltimore
City; University of Maryland, College Park; New York
University; Norrh Carolina COQsorrium, Division of Archives and History; Northeastern University; University of
South Carolina, Columbia; and the College of William
and Mary. This list is sixteen months old, and possibly it
has been updated, but why not invest a fmeen-cent stamp
to make sure the committee's information is complete and
up-to-date?

ADE Enters Second Year
According to Raymond W. Smock, secretary-treasurer of
the Association for Documentary Editing, as of the last
week of February, more than half ADE's 1979 members
had already renewed their memberships, and a few new
members had been received. In addition to renewing one's
membership to participate in the Association and promote
the exchange of ideas and information for which the
Association was founded, Smock encourages all readers of
the ADE Newsletter to invite a colleague to join.
Efforts are under way to expand the scope and content
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of the quarterly Newsletter and to make the program of
the second annual meeting-at the Hospitality House, in
Williamsburg, Virginia, 30 October-l November 1980as lively and strong as was the first.
Renew your membership in ADE now, and· invite a
colleague to join, too. Send membership forms and dues
to Raymond W. Smock, Secretary-Treasurer, History
Department, University of Maryland, College Park MD
20742.

_________________________________________________

Adme~

__________________________________________

Telephone _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Affiliacion ____________________________________________
Amount enclosed ________
Regular dues, $15.00.0
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Students and retired members, $7.50.0
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Exemplary Citations
"Editing Maps: A Method for Historical Cartography," by
Stephen E. Wiberley, Jr., inJournal a/Interdisciplinary
History 10, no. 3 (winter 1980):499-510.
-ROSS W. BEALES, JR.
"Wanted: A New Archivist of the United States," by
Karen]. Winkler, in Chronicle a/Higher Education, 22
October1979.3-4.
-THOMAS A. MASON
"Experiences and State-of-the An in In-House
Editing/ Composition," by Paul D. Doebler, in
Publishers Weekly, 3 December 1979,17-25.
"Bowers Does Fielding," by Don 1. Cook; "Critical
Discrimination and Editorial Judgment, " by Wayne R.
Kime; "Bowers's Collected Essays," by G. Thomas

Tanselle; "W.B. Yeats: Some Recent Bibliographical
and Editorial Work," by Richard]. Finneran; and
"Waugh as Diarist," in James O. Hoge and James
L.W. West III, eds., Review, vol. 1 (Charlottesville:
University Press of Virginia, 1979).
John C. Burnham, review of the Papers a/Joseph Henry, vol.
2, in AmenCan Histon'cal Review 84 (1979): 547-548; Saul
Benison, letter to the Editor, in ibid., 85 (1980): 272-273;
John C. Burnham, reply, in ibid., 273-274.
Readers are encouraged to send "exemplary citations" to Jon
Kukla, Publications Branch, Virginia State Library, Richmond
VA 23219.

Editing the Relative Pronoun
If the Emphasis bear hard upon the Word to be expresst as
well as the Thing to be exprest, it ought to begin with a
Capital. I shall bring for instance an Observation I made
above forty years ago on the Word that, viz, that that
Word may be reitterated five times, and make good Sense:
If it be set thus it will seem nonsense, that that that that
that; but if it be Set thus, that that That that that Man

would have stand at the beginning of the Line should
stand at the end; it will, by toning and laying Emphasis on
the middlemost That become good Sense.
Now all the thats ought to be Set in Italick, and the
middlemost That ought to begin with a Capital, because it
is both the Thing and Word.
- JOSEPH MOXON

ADE Steering Committee for 1980
Direction of the Association for Documentary Editing
during 1980 is entrusted to five officers:
Lester]. Cappon, president, of the Newberry Library, 60
West Walton Street, Chicago IL 60610.
Anhur S. Link, past-president, of the papers of
Woodrow Wilson, Firestone Library, Princeton University,
Princeton NJ 08540.
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John Y. Simon, president-elect, of the Ulysses S. Grant
Association, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale IL
62901.
Raymond W. Smock, secretary-treasurer, of the Booker
T. Washington Papers, Depanment of History, University
of Maryland, College Park MD 20742.
Jon Kukla, director of publications, of the Virginia State
Library, Richmond VA 23219.

Program Committee Appointed
for 1980ADE Meeting in Williamsburg
John Y. Simon, president-elect of ADE, is chairman of the
program committee for the 30 October-l November 1980
annual meeting, to be held at the Hospitality House,
adjacent the campus of the College of William and Mary.
The committee consists of Simon; Charles T. Cullen, of
the Papers of Thomas Jefferson; David Greetham, of the

CUNY Graduate Center; and Nathan Reingold, of the
Joseph Henry Papers; with Charles F. Hobson, of the John
Marshall Papers, serving as an advisory member. Program
proposals and suggestions should be sent to John Y. Simon
at the Ulysses S. Grant Association, Morris Library,
Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, Illinois 62901.

Cardinal Pnnciples, Histoneal and Archival
WARRENM. BIlliNGS·

This first convention of our assoClatIOn invites observations on the present state of documentary editing. As
a branch of learning, documentary editing has come of
age, for underlying its practice are principles and values
that make it as distinctive a field of inquiry as say quantitative history or literary criticism. That it has matured is
due in no small measure to scholars like our president and
president-elect, who rank among the pioneers of modern
editorial methods. Documentary editing has gained in
popularity, as witness the growth of this organization in
just its first year of existence or the increasing number of
graduate programs in which editing is a part of their course
offerings. For example, the second edition of the
American Historical Association's Guide to Departments
of History, published in 1977, listed 19 graduate
departments that offered classes in editing, whereas the
1979 edition numbers a total of 24 departments. This
change represents an increase of 20 percent in just two
years.
One probable impon of these statistics is their reflection
of efforts by history departments to prepare their graduate
students with skills that will enhance their attractiveness in
a declining job market. The figures may also indicate a

·Warren Billings is a member of the depanment of history at the
Universiry of New Orleans. This paper was presented at the
Association's 1979 meeting in Princeton, New Jersey.

trend toward the day when graduate schools become the
chief breeding ground for future documentary editors.
Whatever their ponent, they cenainly argue the advisability of having working editors periodically examine
the manner in which future practitioners are trained.
Because this association is committed to encouraging
excellence in documentary editing, it can be the ideal
vehicle for making such examinations. The membership
can take a leading part in establishing standards to guide
those of us who instruct young scholars in the mysteries of
our craft. To do that, though, we ought to have a clear
understanding as to how we wish to train future editors,
especially the solo practitioner who is the most numerous
of the genus documentary editor. We therefore might
consider such questions as:
1. Who should teach documentary editing?
2. What constitutes sufficient evidence of professional
competence, an M.A. degree program that emphasizes
editorial training, work at the Ph.D. level, or both?
3. How many courses suffice to prepare an editor?
4. What should be the content of those courses?
5. How do courses in editing relate to a graduate
department's more traditional offerings?
6. Will faculties accept editorial projects in lieu of theses
or dissenations?
Finally, what sons of students should be encouraged to
become documentary editors?
As Professor Myerson remarked in his introduction, I
regularly teach a documentary editing seminar. I have
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done it long enough now that I should feel neither too
brash nor too ignorant in attempting to address these
questions. Moreover, to judge from contacts that I have
with my counterparts elsewhere, my own experience is not
unlike others whose departments have recently turned to
documentary editing as a means of providing their
students with an alternate set of job skills. It also points up
the need for standards to guide both departments and
individual instructors who launch editing curricula. My
own experience convinces me that a one semester course is
inadequate evidence of competent training. The element
of time works against both teacher and student. So that
students may be set to working with manuscripts as soon as
possible, an instructor has to introduce theory and practice
in very short order. The student must then rapidly absorb a
bewildering array of new information even as he begins to
struggle with his project, which he is pressed to complete
by term's end. The net result is an introduction to editing
whose value is slight at best, questionable at worst.
These shortcomings are all the more palpable when the
class is offered by departments that grant only the masters
degree. M.A. candidates, especially beginners, frequently
lack a sense of direction. They can flounder aimlessly
through an editing class for almost an entire semester
before they find their bearings. At that juncture, they can
do little more than try to salvage themselves by completing
the course requirements as best they can. Thereafter,
should they decide that editing interests them, they have
little chance for additional training. The only other
possible outlet is to do an editorial project in place of a
thesis-a route that presents certain difficulties. Some
faculty members do not regard edited work as valid
substitutes for theses, though others see such substitutions
as a means of routing marginal students co oblivion. In
either case, such views do not serve the craft of editing
well.
A program that would meet these deficiencies as it
provided sound training for future editors might contain
the following elements. First, it could be offered by either
M.A. or Ph.D. granting institutions provided its credithour requirements were equal to those needed for a
concentration or a minor in a graduate degree curriculum.
Whether taken as an alternate form of masters degree or in
lieu of a traditional minor doctoral field, the program
should be given by those graduate departments that have
appropriate resources. These resources would take the form
of archives that could be used for instructional purposes, a
major editorial project, or both. The faculty who teach the
courses should be experienced documentary editors as
evidenced by significant publication and current practice
editing. The program should also consist of no less than
one year's study. During that time equal emphasis~hould
be devoted to the theory and practice of editing, as well as
an opportunity for students to demonstrate their level of
accomplishment through independent work with
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documentary collections.
How do departments that give editing courses measure
up to these criteria? And, would their faculties accede to
their validity? At present, no one can say for certain. Given
the growing popularity of documentary editing, perhaps
now is the time to find out how it is being taught. The
ADE can be a valuable tool for providing answers, and I
should like to conclude by proposing a way to find them.
We ought to empower a committee to examine graduate
education in documentary editing. Such an investigation
would fulfill three purposes. First, it would accumulate
detailed information about what is being taught, by
whom, and in what schools. In turn, since our membership cuts across several academic disciplines, the
proposed committee would become a clearinghouse of
information about the teaching of editing in several fields.
Finally, the data could also be employed to develop a set of
professional standards that could be used to judge the
quality of existing programs and to aid in establishing new
ones.
Such a committee might be styled the "Committee on
Education and Standards." Its members would represent
each of the disciplines that comprise ADE's membership.
Individual committeemen would assume responsibility for
collecting data in the areas of their expertise. The information itself could be gathered via a questionaire that
was designed to elicit the desired responses.
If such a committee did no more than compile information and disseminate its findings, it would have
performed a yeoman service. That material would be of
value to a department that contemplates a program in
editing, just as it could assist teachers, both present and
future. In fact, such evidence would have been a boon to
me as I thought about preparing this paper. But transforming the raw data into a set of standards will also
establish the ADE as the authoritative spokesman for the
entire brotherhood of documentary editors on matters of
professional concern.
This proposal owes an intellectual debt to the Society of
American Archivists. As some of you may know, for some
time no~ that society has been inquiring into matters that
are similar to ones discussed here. Recently, the SAA
published the results of that inquiry, and it influenced my
thinking about the present condition of education for
documentary editors. Moreover, if something comes of this
suggestion, we might print and distribute our own rules.
We might also solicit the archivists' assistance in devising
means to acquire the data that are necessary to draft those
guidelines.
Within our group lies the chance to shape the
preparation of future editors for time to come. But there is
no need to - act precipitously; we can make haste
deliberately. For now, it is enough to create a committee
and set it to assembling those facts that are necessary for
further action.

